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Page 1.  Re: Opposition to alternative B.  Under the CEQ regulations, the requirement in an EIS is to provide a range of reasonable alternatives that clearly
define the issues, and to fully evaluate and disclose the possible effects of those alternatives.   The DEIS meets this requirement, while acknowledging that the
commenter disagrees about many of the impacts disclosed.  In general, the expressions of opposition relate to the decision that the commenter would like to see
NPS make, based on myriad disagreements about the effects disclosed in the DEIS.  The general response to such comments is that the commenter’s opinions
will be considered in making the final decision, but that there is nothing in those opinions that substantively would alter the range of alternative features to be
evaluated in the Final EIS.  For example, if the features that are not supported were to be deleted from the range of alternatives then the analysis would be left
only with features that the commenter likes or agrees with.  If only the actions that are liked by the commenter remain, then there is effectively only one
alternative.  Therefore, expressions of support or objection will not be responded to, in general, by changes in alternative features – they will be responded to
when the decision criteria are developed, and accordingly, when the rationale for the decision is presented in the Record of Decision.  People who commented in
this fashion are asked to consider that there is a very clear separation between alternatives legitimately considered in an analysis and the expression of a preferred
alternative or the decision to be made.
Page 1.  Re: Personal freedom of access.  Please see the purpose and need section in the DEIS and the FEIS.  Personal access may be reflected in the statements
of desired condition, but personal access by snowmobile is not a right or a guarantee.  The NPS mandate, as stated in the purpose and need section, places
personal enjoyment and freedom of access in a subordinate role to protection of park values so they are unimpaired for future generations.  All alternatives but
one in the EIS allow the use of snowmobiles in varying degrees and places, depending upon the alternative concept.  The impact of each alternative on visitor
experience is disclosed, including impacts on snowmobile users as a group.  The difficulty is that personal access via snowmobile, considering present
commercial technology and usage, causes a variety of impacts on park resources, values and other visitors.
Page 1.  Re: Grand Loop experience.  Several alternatives (A, D, and E) propose maintaining the sections of road known as the Grand Loop for snowmobile use.
Other alternatives propose that road plowing or closures occur on sections of the Grand Loop.  The effects of road plowing and closures on visitor experience
proposed in these alternatives are disclosed in Chapter IV of the DEIS.  Please see response to this letter in regard to page 1 “Oppositions to alternative B.”
Page 1.  Re: Economies of local communities.  Please see response to this letter in regard to page 1 “Oppositions to alternative B.”

Your comment is correct in that the NPS cannot arbitrarily eliminate snowmobile use in the parks.  However, basing a decision as you suggest, on the fact that
local communities rely on snowmobiling for economic viability without an examination of other alternatives and their effects on park resources would certainly
be arbitrary.  The NPS is involved in a lengthy and detailed process that is designed to ensure that arbitrary decisions are not made.  The NEPA process is
intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on understanding of environmental consequences and take actions that protect, enhance and
restore the environment (§1500.1).
Page 1-2.  Re: Support of Revised Alternative E.  The alternative feature suggested in this comment are all components of alternative E as presented in the DEIS
pages 34-35.
Page 2.  Re: Omission of socioeconomic issue.  The commenter is referred to pages 13 and 14 where social and economic topics are identified as major issues
and to the corresponding discussions presented in Chapters III and IV.
Page 2.  Re: Formulation of alternatives.  In October of 1998 representatives from the 3 states and 5 counties that are designated as cooperating agencies met in
Idaho Falls, ID to share their ideas for alternatives to be presented in the Winter Use DEIS.  (Please see Volume II Appendix A for a complete list of ideas
generated at that workshop).  A review of the ideas generated at that workshop indicate that maintaining or adding opportunities for winter recreation while
protecting the park’s natural resources were most important to the cooperating agencies.  Alternatives A, C, D and E reflect these concerns.  The overwhelming
support for Revised Alternative E indicates that at least one alternative was proposed in the DEIS that, with a few minor modifications, would meet the needs
and interests of the cooperating agencies.  This alternative will remain in the range of options the decision-maker may consider when making his or her decision.
As an aside, the final selected alternative may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such mixing can occur as long as the
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features are consistent with one another, and as long as the effects of such an alternative would not fall outside the range of effects disclosed in the EIS.
Page 2.  Effects of alternative B.  This comment restates the disclosure of effects present in the DEIS.  Readers should understand that it is the purpose of an EIS
to disclose the possible effects of a proposed action and alternatives to it.
Page 2.  These comments restate the disclosure of effects present in the DEIS.  It should be noted that many interested parties commented during scoping and
during the DEIS review that snowmobiles produce unwanted noise, air pollution and water pollution.  The impacts of human winter use activities on the natural
soundscape, air quality and water quality will be enhanced in the FEIS.


